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Summary

In this report, the Commussion staff discusses the 1992-93 State Budget,
with particular emphasis on approprations for Califorma’s public col-
leges and universities, the California Student Aid Comnussion, and the
Califorma Postsecondary Education Comnussion

After anintroduction explaiming the overall budget, the staff summarizes
data about the amount of appropriations for ligher education on page 3
and then discusses the appropriation for the University of Califormia on
pp 5-7, that for the Calforma State Umversity on pp 7-9, for the
Califorma Commurty Colleges on pp 9-11, the Student Aid Commus-
sionon pp 11-12, and the Postsecondary Education Commussion on pp

12-13

On page 14, the staff'states, ‘“The 1992-93 State Budget -- for the second
consecutive year -- makes real reductions in the amount of State General
Fund support provided to Califormia higher education Intotal, Califorma
higher education will recerve over $800 million less in General Funds this
year than last -- with its percentage of the State General Fund budget
decreasing from 13 4 percentto 11 7 percent ”’ And on page 15 the staff
comments, ‘‘the budgetary reductions enacted again this year mean that
Cahifornia higher education 1s moving even further away from its ability
to adhere to the principles outlined in Califorma’s Master Plan for Higher
Education Those pnnciples of student access to, quality in, and choice
among Califorma’s colleges and umversities are at senious risk *’

The Comnussion discussed this report on October 19, 1992, durning the
meeting of its Governmental Relations Commuttee Additional copres of
the report may be obtained from the Commussion at 1303 J Street, Suite
500, Sacramento, California 95814-2938
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*“Thus year’s record-
breaking impasse in
enacling the State Budget
stemmed largely from
the size of the State’s
budget deficit -- the gap
between anticipated
revenues and the amount
needed to support State
programs at their current
levels — and the fact that
1t came on the heels of
last year’s $13+ billon
deficit ™

APPROPRIATIONS
IN THE 1992-93 STATE BUDGET
FOR HIGHER EDUCATION

Legslature on the 1992-93 Budget and reviews the effect of these

HIS REPORT summarnzes the actions taken by the Governor and
actions on Califormia higher education institutions

On September 2, 1992 -- an unprecedented 64 days into the new fiscal year
-- Governor Pete Wilson signed into law Assembly Bill 979 -- the 1992-
93 Budget Act The Governor vetoed $450 mullion from the $57 9 bullion
budget sent to him by the Legislature The final $57 4 billion budget pro-
vides for expenditure of $40 8 bullion in General Funds a 5 2 percent de-
crease over the 1991-92 State Budget

This year’s record-breaking impasse 1n enacting the State Budget stemmed
largely from the size of the State’s budget deficit -- the gap between an-
ticipated revenues and the amount needed to support State programs at
their current levels -- and the fact that it came on the heels of last year’s
$13+ billion deficit While the 1992-93 budget deficit was onginally esti-
mated to be approximately $5 billion 1n January 1992 when the Governor
presented his proposal for a 1992-93 State Budget, by May that deficit had
more than doubled -- amounting to more than $11 billion Furthermore,
unlike last year in which the $13 billion deficit was resolved half with an
Increase 1n taxes and half through program reductions, this year the Gov-
ernor was steadfastly opposed to any increase in taxes and similarly op-
posed to any deficit spending or deficit rollovers As a result, in order to
structure a balanced 1992-93 State budget and ehminate the $11 bilhon
deficit, all State programs were subject to reductions n their State sup-
port The most controversial of those reductions and the ones that con-
tributed most to the delay in enacting the budget were fundmng for K-14
education as required by Proposition 98 and the level of support that the
State would prowide to local governments

The 1992-93 Budget plan actually consists of over 20 other measures that
make the statutory changes i State programs necessary to achieve the
budgeted savings

According to the Department of Finance, the 1992-93 Budget Act (1) is
balanced, (2) contains no new taxes, and (3) contains no deficit spending
or deficit rollovers Further, according to the Department, included among



**State funding for the
Umiversity of Califorma
and the Cahfornia State
Untversity 1s reduced
$415 mullion from the
Governor's January
budget proposal, a portion
of which 15 offset by an
increase 1n student feg
revenue

The State budget
for California
higher education

the primary features of the 1992-93 Budget are these

* Public schools and community colleges receive the top prority in the
budget, with total Proposition 98 funding in 1992-93 equaling $24 4
billion -- a 4 5 percent increase over the 1991-92 level (Almost 44
percent of total State General Fund revenues will be expended in sup-
port of K-14 education )

*+ Total funding provided for K-12 programs (including non-General
Funds) is $27 7 billion -- 4 9 percent more than last year Funding per
student 1s $4,185 -- 1dentical to the 1991-92 level -- as a result of 2 $732
million loan that the schools may be required to repay from subsequent
years’ State appropriations

¢ State aid to local government is reduced a total of $1 3 billion from its
1991-92 level At the same time, counties recerve substantial relief
from state mandated requirements regarding general assistance and n-
digent health care

*+ State funding for the Unmiversity of Califorma and the Califorma State
Unuversity 1s reduced $415 million from the Governor’s January budget
proposal, a portion of which 1s offset by an increase 1n student fee rev-
enue

¢ Funding for correctional programs 1s reduced by $149 million

*+ Funding for state operations in the executive branch 1s reduced by $175
mullion For most General Fund agencies, this translates into a 15 per-
cent budget reduction Further, the Budget reduces funding for most
special fund agencies by 10 percent, generating savings of approxmately
$40 mullion

The Budget elimmnates funding immediately for 47 advisory boards and
commissions Funding for hundreds of similar bodies is eliminated effec-
trve January 1, 1993

Unlike most other State programs, Califormia tugher education -- with the
exception of the California Community Colleges -- is not constitutionally
or statutonly guaranteed to recerve a certain level of State funding This
lack of protection means that higher education 1s particularly vulnerable
to budgetary reductions Unfortunately, that fact 1s clearly demonstrated
in the 1992-93 Budget Act which significantly reduces State General Fund
support to California’s public colleges and universities Display 1 on the
next page shows how the 1992-93 State Budget will affect funding for
Cahforma’s higher education entities, while Display 2 on page 4 shows
changes in resident student fee levels resulting from this year’s State bud-
get



DISPLAY !

Actual 1991-92 and Budgeted 1992-93 State General Fund Appropriations,

Student Fee Revenues and Local Property Tax Revenues Available to Califorma’s

Higher Education Systems, in Thousands of Dollars

Educational System

Umversity of California

State General Fund
Net Increase in Student Fee Revenue
Total General Fund and Student Fee Revenue

The Califorma State Umversity

State General Fund
Net Increase in Student Fee Revenue
Total General Fund and Student Fee Revenue

Califorma Commumty Colleges (Local Assistance)

State General Fund

Local Property Tax Revenues
Net Student Fee Revenue
Loan

Total

Hastings College of the Law

State General Fund
Net Increase 1n Student Fee Revenue
Total General Fund and Student Fee Revenue

Califorma Maritime Academy

State General Fund
Net Increase in Student Fee Revenue
Total General Fund and Student Fee Revenue

Califorma Student Aid Comnnssion (Local Assistance)

State General Fund
Federal Funds
Other Funds

Total

Californmia Postsecondary Education Comnussion

State General Fund

1992-93

Dollar Chan

$2,105,560 $1,881,117 -$224,443

2,448,811

1,640,165
1,942,502
1,694,847
844,352
84,000

0
2,623,199

13,621

17,946

7,063
7,543
169,927
11,096

1,004
182,027

3,028

60,000
2,284,368

1,516,908
54,500
1,873,745

1,263,500
1,090,000
130,000
241,000
2,724,500

12,038
600
16,963

6,301
300
7,081

145,086
11,764
1,070
157,920

2,562

Sourcz  Califormia Pastsecondary Education Commission staff analysis of the 1992-93 State Budget Act

-164,443

-123,257
-68,757
-431,347
245,648
46,000
241,000
101,301

-1,583

-983

-762
-462
-24,841
668

66
-24,107

-466

% Change

-10 6%

-6 7%

-7 5%
-3 5%
-25 4%
29 0%

54 7%

38%

-11 6%

-5 4%

-10 7%
-6 1%
-14 6%
6 0%

6 5%
-13 2%

-15 3%



DISPLAY 2 Systemwide Resident Student Fee Charges i 1991-92 and 1992-93 at Califorma’s

Public Colleges and Universities

Educational System 1921-92

University of Califorma
Undergraduate and Graduate Students  $2,274
Law/Medical Students 2,650

The Califorma State University
Undergraduate and Graduate Students* 936

Califorma Community Colleges
Prior to January 1, 1993

All Students $6 per semester
umit, with $60
cap per semester

After January 1, 1993
Students Without

a Bachelor’s Degree $6 per semester

unat, with $60
cap per semester

Students With a Bachelor’s

Degree $6 per semester

unit, with $60
cap per semesler

Hastings College of the Law
Law Students 2,650

Califorma Marttime Academy
Undergraduate Students 978

Annual Dollar Annugl Percentage
Increase for a Increasa for a
199253 Full-Time Student _Full-Time Student
$2.824 $550 24 1%
3,200 550 20 7%
1,308 372 397%
$6 per semester 0 00%
unit, with $60

cap per semester

$10 per semester
unt, with no
cap per semester

$50 per semester
umnt, with no
cap per semester

3,200

1,369

180

* %

550

391

* Students seeking a second duplicate degree will be required to pay a hugher fee effective January 1, 1993

** These students typically enroll m only one or two courses per semester and not as full-ume students

Note For purposes of this display, a fuli-time student 15 one enrolled 1n 15 umts of credit mstruction

Source Califorma Postsecondary Education Commussion staff analveis of the 1992-93 State Budget Act

150 0%

* %

20 7%

39 9%
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of Califormia

*“The Umtversity of
Califforma’s State
General Fund budget 13
$1 88 bullion -- $224
mullion, or 10 7 percent,
less than that provided
1n 1991-92 That $224
milhion reduction
State support -- all of
which 1s unallocated --
15 approximately

$30 mullion deeper than
the Umiversity had
anticipated since July ™’

Despite these problems, the budget does contain one slightly encouraging
provision affecting lugher education The final budget act requires the Di-
rector of Finance to reduce the appropriations of most General Fund agen-
cies further than specified in the budget 1n order to achieve a cumulative
reduction of up to $65 mullion -- but all higher education entities, with the
exception of the Cahforma Community Colleges, are exempt from the fur-
ther reductions required by that provision While the community colleges
are not protected by these provisions, funding for the colleges 1s essentially
protected from further reductions as a result of Proposition 98 guarantees
The Chancellor’s Office of the community colleges, however, is not pro-
tected from further reductions

The University of Califorma’s State General Fund budget 1s $1 88 billion
-- $224 mullion, or 10 7 percent, less than that provided 1n 1991-92 That
$224 million reduction 1n State support -- all of which 1s unallocated -- 1s
approximately $30 mullion deeper than the University had anticipated since
July

To offset a portion of the anticipated decrease in State General Fund sup-
port, this past January the Regents approved a 24 percent, or $550, fee
increase for all students This increase will generate approximately $60
mullion 1n additional revenue for the University after providing financial aid
to assist all needy students with the increase After taking into consider-
ation the increase in student fee revenue, the University’s base budget (State
General Fund and student fee revenues) will decrease by approximately 6 7
percent in 1992-93 -- nearly $165 million less than available to the Um-
versity from these sources last year

Proposed budget control language 1In passing the budget bill, the Legis-
lature included considerable budget control language expressing legislative
intent that the Umversity undertake certain specific actions Included in
the legislative intent language were these instructions

*+ Enroll as many students as identified 1n the Governor’s January Budget
(152,910 full-tume-equivalent students), admut at least as many commu-
nity college students as in 1990-91, and offer at least as many course
sections as in 1991-92

* Do not reduce expenditures for educational equity programs

* Increase undergraduate resident student fees by 24 percent ($550),
increase graduate student fees by a total of $1,050, and increase fees for
students in medicine, veterinary medicine, dental, and law programs by a
total of $1,550 Except for charging an additional amount to students
seeking a duplicate degree, the University shall not increase fees beyond
these levels The $550 undergraduate fee increase should be considered



**The Governor vetoed
these provisions because
he concluded that they
were unduly restricive
and would impair the
ability of the University
to manage its affairs in
the most efficient manner
possible The Governor
believes that “Flexibility
15 especially important
during this me of fiscal
constrainis’-- a theme
repeated throughout hus
veto messages for all
hugher education
systems >’

a one-year surcharge

+ Alter the distnbution of the faculty workload by (1) increasing the num-
ber of courses and sections offered, (2) increasing the number of fresh-
man and sophomore seminars, (3) increasing research opportumties for
undergraduates, and (4) reducing class size when desirable These
changes are anticipated to increase the average teaching load by one
additional course every three years

* Pay ment salary adjustments to faculty who were granted them last year
but did not receive them because of the budgetary situation, and grant and
pay merit increases for six months to both faculty and staffehigible for them
this year, effective January 1993

+ Reduce by 10 percent the salaries paid the top 22 administrators who earn
deferred compensation, and reduce by 4 66 percent the salaries paid all
other University employees

The Governor vetoed these provisions because he concluded that they were
unduly restrictive and would impair the ability of the University to man-
age 1ts affairs m the most efficient manner possible The Governor believes
that ““Flexibility 1s especially important during this time of fiscal con-
stramts’’-- a theme repeated throughout his veto messages for all higher
education systems

The Regents’ plan to deal with the Umversity 's budgetary reduction- In
January, the Regents adopted a budget plan that assumed a $31 million
increase 1n State General Fund support consistent with the Governor’s pro-
posed January budget In addition to the 24 percent student fee increase
described above, the plan as adopted by the Regents would have (1) main-
tamned student access, (2) reduced State support for the Office of the Presi-
dent by 25 percent, (3) not imposed further reductions in teaching, research,
and public service, (4) provided ment increases to both faculty and staff,
but no general salary increases, (5) frozen compensation levels for most
sentor executives, (6) provided incentives for early retirement of sentor fac-
ulty and staff, and (7) increased the number of courses and sections offered

At the Regents’ September 18 meeting, they began to discuss the options
available to them in dealing with the final State budget, which imposes a
reduction of an unprecedented magnitude Since the number of options
are hmited 1n the short term (meaning the 1992-93 academic year) as a re-
sult of the lateness 1n the adoption of a State budget, the Regents are con-
sidering the following actions for 1992-93

1 Over $60 million in reductions to their nonsalary budgets (instructional
equipment, deferred maintenance, hbrary books, etc ),

2 One-time use of $20 mullion m University Opportunity and Lottery
Funds which would normally be used for other purposes,



The Califorma
State University

3 Over $100 million i reductions in faculty and staff principally through
early retirements, voluntary reductions in the amount of ime employees
work, hinng freezes, and if necessary employee layoffs, and

4 Borrowmg up to $70 milhion with the exact amount of the loan and its
payback plan to be discussed by the board in the Spring

In the longer term beginning 1n 1993-94, the Regents are considering

1 Reducing enrollments by 12,000 to 16,000 full-time-equivalent stu-
dents, with these reductions translating into the elimination of about 900
faculty, 750 staff, and 250 teaching assistants,

2 Reducing between 1,600 and 2,400 staff involved in admumstration,
research, and public service (staff and faculty reductions would come
principally from early retirements and hiring freezes that will begin this
year, as noted above),

3 Increasing student fees between $300 to $450 per year for all students,
and additional increases for students enrolled in professional programs
as well as for those who are seeking a second degree at the same level
as a degree they already possess, and

4 Permanent reductions in non-salary budgets

The Regents anticipate discussing the 1993-94 budget and these options
further at their October 15 meeting

The State Umiversity’s State General Fund budget 1s $1 51 bilhon -- $123
mullion or 7 5 percent less than that provided 1n 1991-92

In order to offset a portion of this reduction in State General Fund sup-
port, the Trustees of the State University desired to ncrease student fees
by 40 percent or $372 per year for a full-time student However, unlike
the Umversity of California which 1s constitutionally autonomous and has
the authority to set student fee levels without legislative and gubernato-
rial approval, the State University does not possess such authority With-
out a change 1n State statute, State University student fees could not n-
crease more than 10 percent As a result, the State University requested
statutory permuission to increase student fees by 40 percent That permis-
sion was provided in Senate Bill 1972 -- one of the more than 20 budget
trailer bills required to enact the provisions contamned in the Budget Act
While the bill authorizes the State University to mcrease student fees by
40 percent this year, it also requires the fees to be fixed at the same level
for the next two years -- 1993-94 and 1994-95 -- and the base fee to be
used 1n setting the 1995-96 student fee level be the amount without the
40 percent fee increase

SB 1972 also requires the Umversity of California, the Califormia State

7



““SB 1972 also requires
the University of
Califorma, the Califoriua
State University, Hastings
College of the Law, and
the Califorua Mantime
Academy to charge
duphcate degree twibion to
students enrolled in a
course of study leading to
a degree at the same or
lower level than the
degrees they already hold
As the Comnussion may
recall, this was one of the
short-term options and
alternatives that 1t
considered as part of a
series of undesirable
options to partially assist
i bndging lagher
education’s funding

'y

gap

University, Hastings College of the Law, and the Cahfornia Mantime Acad-
emy to charge duplicate degree twition to students enrolled in a course of
study leading to a degree at the same or lower level than the degrees they
already hold As the Commussion may recall, this was one of the short-
term options and alternatives that it considered as part of a series of un-
desirable options to partially assist in bridging higher education’s funding
gap Under the provisions of the bill, (1) dislocated workers, (2) displaced
homemakers, (3) individuals enrolled in their first credential program, and
(4) recipients of AFDC, SSI/SSP, or general assistance are exempted from
paying duplicate degree turtion which 1s to be set by the governing boards
at not less than the system’s marginal cost per student and at no more than
the level of nonresident tuition  Each system 1s to report on or before Apnl
1, 1993, concerning the implementation of duphcate degree tuition The
provisions relating to duplicate degree tuition will sunset as of August 31,
1996, and will apply to the University of California only if the Regents
choose to adopt them As noted previously, the Regents will be discuss-
ing this option at their October 15 meeting

The 40 percent increase in State Umiversity student fees was ongnally es-
timated to generate approximately $80 million in additional revenue for the
State Umiversity after providing financial aid to assist all needy students
with the fee increase  However, that fee increase 1s now estimated to gen-
erate only about $55 million in revenue after providing financial aid This
decline in projected fee revenue comes as a result of the enrollment de-
clines which the State University campuses are experiencing this fall

After taking into consideration the revised increase in student fee revenue,
the State University’s principal budget (State General Fund and student fee
revenues) will decrease by approximately 3 5 percent in 1992-93 -- about
$69 mullion less than available to the State University from these sources
last year

To further aid the State University in dealing with these budgetary reduc-
tions, it also requested authority to offer an early retirement program to
1ts most senior faculty members That request was also granted through
passage of Assembly Bill 1522 (Campbell), which grants up to four years
of service credit to qualifying faculty if they retire from the State Univer-
sity within a specified time period

Simular to the University, the Legislature also included considerable bud-
get control language expressing legislative intent that the State University
do certain specified things This legislative intent language included these
provisions

+ Enroll as many students as identified in the Governor’s January Budget
(272,650 full-time-equivalent students), admit at least as many commu-
ity college students as 1n 1990-91, and restore at least 5,500 of the 9,000



Califorma
Commumty
Colleges

course sections canceled in 1991-92 because of budget reductions (The
Legislature indicated its belief that a portion of the course restoration
should be possible as a result of savings from implementation of the early
retirement program for eligible faculty )

¢ Use the entire endowment fund to support the early retirement program
authorized in AB 1522

* Do not reduce expenditures for educational equity programs

* Increase resident student fees by 40 percent ($372) Except for charging
an additional amount to students seeking a duplicate degree, the State
University shall not increase fees beyond these levels

+ Require that 30 9 percent of the additional revenue generated as a result
of the increase in student fees be used for student financial assistance In
addition, up to $36 million of the State University’s budget should be used
to augment student financial aid programs over their prior year’s level

¢ Defer implementation of a teaching workload reduction negotiated with
the Califormia Faculty Association

While most of the State University’s reduction is unallocated, the Legisla-
ture specified that certam amounts were to be reduced from mnstructional
equipment replacement, funding for deferred maintenance, price increases,
funding for new space, funding for space rental, revenue resuling from
duplicate degree tuition, and revenue bond payments

The Governor also vetoed these provisions, noting again that such provi-
sions are unduly restnictive and will impair the ability of the State Univer-
sity to manage 1ts affairs in the most efficient manner possible He also
noted that while the Legislature intended that the State University use its
entire lottery endowment fund to support its early retirement program, he
believes that the Legislature’s prescribing how lottery funds are to be used
conflicts with current law that grants educational entities the authority to
spend lottery money as they choose as long as 1t is for instructional pur-
poses

Unlike the University and State University, which rely principally on State
General Fund and student fee revenues for their basic support, the com-
munity colleges rely on local property tax revenues for a sigmificant por-
tion of their support  As Display 1 shows, State General Fund support for
the commumity colleges is $1 26 bilion -- $431 mullion, or 25 5 percent,
less than 1n 1991-92 At the same tume, however, local property tax rev-
enue to the community colleges will increase by $245 mullion, or 29 1 per-
cent, in 1992-93

Furthermore, the final budget act and 1ts accompanying legislation impose



** the final budget act

and its accompanying
legislation impose a senes
of student fee increases

in the commumnty
colleges Senate Bill 766
-- another budget trailer
ball -- putlines these
proposed increases mn
commumity college
student fees (1) through
December 31, 1992,
student fees in the
community colleges will
continue at their current
level -- $6 per umit up to
$60 per semester, (2)
effective January 1, 1993,
and until January 1, 1995,
fees for students who do
not possess a bachelor’s
degree nise to $10 per unt
with no cap, and (3)
effective January 1, 1993,
and unt1l January 1, 1996,
fees for studenis with

a bachelor’s or more
advanced degree nise to
$50 per semester umt ™

10

a series of student fee increases in the community colleges Senate Bull
766 -- another budget trailer bill -- outlines these proposed increases in
commumnity college student fees (1) through December 31, 1992, student
fees i the community colleges will continue at their current level -- $6 per
unit up to $60 per semester, (2) effective January 1, 1993, and until January
1, 1995, fees for students who do not possess a bachelor’s degree rise to
$10 per unit with no cap, and (3) effective January 1, 1993, and until Janu-
ary 1, 1996, fees for students with a bachelor’s or more advanced degree
rise to $50 per semester unit

As the Commussion may recall, in its discussion of the short-term options
and alternatives that could help the systems bridge the gap 1n needed rev-
enues, 1t identified the concept of charging a higher fee to students enrolled
in the community colleges if they already possessed a bachelor’s or more
advanced degree as one of the more desirable options of the many unde-
sirable options available In addition, the Commussion staff also recom-
mended that should any fee increases be implemented in the community
colleges this year, they should not occur until January 1, 1993, 1n order to
provide adequate time for notification of students and enable needy stu-
dents to apply for financial aid to cover the higher fee levels

Under the provisions of SB 766, the community colleges may exempt (1)
dislocated workers, (2) displaced homemakers, (3) recipients of AFDC, SSI/
SSP, or general assistance, and (4) nonresident students from paying the
$50 per semester unut fee 1f 1t 15 applicable to them The commumnity col-
leges are required to report by January 1, 1994, on the implementation and
impact of the $50 per semester umit charge on degree holders In addi-
tion, the bill also protects the community colleges in 1993-94 from any
reductions i revenues potentially resulting from a decrease in full-time-
equivalent enrollment stemming from implementation of the $50 per se-
mester umit charge If enrollment decreases do occur, their revenue 1m-
pact will be spread over a three-year peniod beginning with the 1994-95
fiscal year

The two fee increases -- which are effective for only half the 1992-93 fis-
cal year commencing 1n January -- are estimated to provide the commu-
nity colleges with an additional $46 million this year after increasing funding
to assist financially needy students

Finally, SB 766 also provides the community colleges with a $241 mullion
loan to be repaid from their 1993-94 and 1994-95 State appropnations
After considering all sources of revenue, the community colleges recetve
about $101 mullion in additional revenue -- a 3 9 percent increase -- over
last year’s level

Despite the fact that the community colleges receive an additional $101
million from all revenue sources, the budget is supposed to provide $128



** only about $45 mulhon
of the $101 million total
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revenue Increase 1s
available to fund growth
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above can be used

10 increase funding for
growth 1n the number
of students *°

Califorma Student
Aid Comnusston

mullion to fund growth in the number of full-time-equivalent students
enrolled In addition to the $128 mulhion augmentation for growth, the
budget also provides augmentations of about $60 million for other commu-
nity college programs and imtiatives, including

+ $26 mullion to cover the colleges’ 1991-92 deficit,

¢ $5 mllion for basic skills,

+ $6 7 million for program improvement,

+ $4 3 mllion for Phase II of the management information system,

+ 38 4 million for growth in categorical programs such as EOPS, BFAP,
CARE, and DSPS,

¢ $4 4 million for the GAIN program,
¢ $1 1 mullion for underrepresented student programs, and
* $800,000 for earthquake repairs

Since most of the $60 million in non-growth augmentations 1s provided for
n specific line-item allocations, monies must be spent on these programs
and cannot be unilaterally shified to provide funding for growth Asa re-
sult, only about $45 mullion of the $101 mullion total community college
revenue increase is available to fund growth in the number of full-time-
equivalent students The Chancellor’s Office is in the process of consult-
ing with all appropriate parties to determine exactly which augmentations
contained i the budget should actually be funded and whether any of the
$60 mullion appropnated for non-growth augmentations descrnibed above
can be used to increase funding for growth in the number of students

While Proposition 98 itself'1s not suspended, SB 766 also repeals the statu-
tory split of Proposition 98 revenues between K-12 and community col-
leges for this year This means that rather than recetving 11 09 percent of
Proposition 98 revenues in 1992-93, the commumty colleges will receive
only 10 04 percent

According to enrollment projections of the Department of Finance total rev-
enues available to the community colleges maintain per full-time-equiva-
lent student funding at the same level as last year -- about $3,000 per full-
time-equivalent student

The Califorma Student Aid Commussion’s State General Fund budget for
local assistance (grant programs) is $145 nullion this year -- $24 million
or 14 6 percent less than last year, despite the fact that student fees n-
creased by 40 and 24 percent at the State University and University, re-
spectively Because the State Budget does not provide aid to cover these
fee increases, 1t forces the Student Aid Commission to actually reduce the

11
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size of Cal Grant awards Despite this decrease n State General Fund sup-
port for grant programs, both federal and other funds have mcreased, mean-
ing that overall funding for grant programs has actually dechned by 13 2
percent

The Student Aid Commission decided prior to enactment of the final bud-
get to reduce all grants by the same proportion as their reduction n fund-
ing For the fall term, all awards -- including Cal Grants -- have been re-
duced by the Student Aid Commussion by 15 2 percent However, the State
General Fund reduction for grant programs amounted to 14 6 percent and,
if all fund sources are considered, the overall level of funding for grants
declined by 13 2 percent As a result, the Postsecondary Education
Commussion’s Executive Director has wntten to the Student Aid Commus-
sion to seek clanfication as to the reason that grants were reduced by a
greater percentage than the reduction 1n available funding

Given the increases in student fees and the 15 2 percent reduction in Cal
Grant award amount, full Cal Grant recipients at the University of Cali-
forma 1n 1992-93 will receive on average an award of about $2,100, mean-
ing that about $930 of their total fees are not covered by their grants At
the State University, the Cal Grant award will not cover about $540 of the
students’ total fees And students attending the State’s independent col-
leges and umversities will see their max:mum Cal Grant award decline from
$5,250 to $4,450

The University of Califormia has indicated that 1t will provide a combina-
tion of grant and loan assistance to Cal Grant recipients in covening $550
-- this year’s Umversity of Califorma fee increase -- of the total $930 which
their Cal Grant award will not cover this year Similarly, the State Uni-
versity indicates that it will provide a grant of $372 to Cal Grant recipi-
ents to cover a portion of the $540 in fees not paid for by their Cal Grant
award, meaning that needy students will still have to find about $165 to
pay their State University student fees for the year The State Umversity’s
decision to assist these needy Cal Grant recipients with additional grant
assistance means that about $9 4 mullion of its reduced budget must be re-
directed from other programs and activities to fund this additional finan-
cial aid

The Commussion’s final General Fund budget for 1992-93 1s $2 5 mullion
-- $466,000, or 15 4 percent, less than last year This year’s legislative
budget contained Supplemental Report Language requesting that the Com-
musston reexamine 1its faculty salary methodology and study student fees
at the California Maritime Academy but provides no new resources for
these purposes The language containing these legislative requests appears
in Appendix A on page 17 Ths year, as in the last, the Governor vetoed
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Senate Bill 1533

the Supplemental Report, noting that ““it 1s unreasonable to expect State
agencies to respond to special requests during a year when budget reduc-
tions severely impact their ability to perform statutory requirements *’
Despite the Governor’s veto of the report, the Commussion will endeavor
to fulfill the intent and destre of the Legislature in responding to the above
noted 1ssues

In passing the budget bill, the Legislature also included control language
(reproduced in Appendix B on page 19) expressing its intent that the Um-
versity of Califorma and the California State Unuversity both report to the
Commussion annually by January 1 on the level of total compensation pro-
vided their executives and that the Comnussion review and comment on
that information by March 1 In signing the budget act, the Governor also
vetoed this provision, noting that while he was supportive of public dis-
cussion of executive compensation, the provision was unduly restrictive
He added that both the Regents and the Trustees are ‘““fully accountable
for the programs they admuruster and the funds with which they are en-
trusted ”’

Despite the Governor’s veto of this provision, both the University and State
University are supportive of carrying out the Legislature’s ntent by pro-
viding the Commussion with information on executive compensation  As
a result, the Commussion will be reviewing and discussing the issue of ex-
ecutive compensation annually 1n the future

In an attempt to provide additional resources for hgher education,
Assemblymembers Hayden and Vasconcellos amended Senate Bill 1533
during the last hours of the general legislative session In addition to pro-
viding the Student Aid Commussion’s grant programs with additional fund-
ing, thereby eliminating 1ts 14 6 percent reduction for grant programs and
enabling the Cal Grants to cover the full fees of recipients at the Univer-
sity of Califormia and the California State University, the amendment would
have also increased funding for the University and the State University by
$16 4 muliron and $32 mullion, respectively

To finance these increases in funding for higher education, the bill would
have (1) increased by $23 mullion the level of unallocated cuts to most
General Fund agencies, (2) eliminated funding for pubhc information of-
ficers, (3) reduced all travel expenditures by 50 percent for General Fund
agencies, (4) cut 16 percent rather than 10 percent from numerous special
funds and transferred the savings to the General Fund, (5) reduced fund-
ing for the Department of Commerce by $6 million, (6) reduced funding
for judges’ retirement by $4 3 mullion, and (7) reduced appropriations for
the aeronautics program by $5 3 million

Additionally, SB 1533 would have required that the Unmiversity of
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Summary
and conclusion

Califorma’s 24 percent student fee increase be included in the base fee for
the 1993-94 and 1994-95 academic years, but not 1n 1995-96 and subse-
quent years In addition, it would have required the University to reduce
$30 million from administrative expenditures It would have also required
the State University to reduce salaries for all employees by 4 66 percent
and for 1t to provide half-year ment salary adjustments for all eligible fac-
ulty and staff beginning January 1, 1993 Further, the bill contamed lan-
guage indicating the intent of the Legislature to reconvene the Joint Com-
mittee for Review of the Master Plan for Higher Education

In terms of the commumty colleges, SB 1533 would have reduced the pro-
posal to increase the community college student fee from $10 per semes-
ter unit to $9 per semester unit up to a maximum $90 per semester, while
providing discretion to local community college governing boards to as-
sess up to an additional $3 per semester unit to a maximum $30 per se-
mester The bill would have increased the community college loan by $44
million to compensate for the decrease in student fee revenues, with that
loan to be repaid over the next three years

The bill passed the Assembly on a 55-9 vote, but failed in the Senate --
three votes short of the mmmum needed for passage The bill may be re-
considered when the Legislature reconvenes for a special session on Oc-
tober 8

The 1992-93 State Budget -- for the second consecutive year -- makes real
reductions in the amount of State General Fund support provided to Cah-
forma higher education In total, California higher education will recerve
over $800 mullion less in General Funds this year than last -- with its per-
centage of the State General Fund budget decreasing from 13 4 percent
to 117 percent To offset a portion of that reduction in State support,
student fees will increase significantly agam this year -- wath fees for full-
time students nsing 24 percent at the University of Califorma, 40 percent
at the State Umiversity, and 150 percent at the community colleges Even
given the increases in student fee revenue -- with the exception of the com-
munity colleges -- all Califormia higher education entities will have less rev-
enue avatlable to support therr mission this year than last

The budget does, however, begin to set priorities as to who should be sub-
sidized in Caltformia public higher education and the extent of that subsidy

The budget mandates that students who already possess a bachelor’s or
more advanced degree and are enrolled in Califorma’s public commumty
colleges should pay higher fees than non-baccalaureate holders, and there-
fore recerve a smaller State subsidy than such students Similarly, students
enrolled for a second duplicate degree 1n California’s public unaversities will
also be required to pay higher fees -- agawn n an effort to target the State’s
limited resources to those who have not yet had an opportunity to profit
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from publicly subsidized higher education m Califorma

Of greatest concern 1s the fact that the budgetary reductions enacted again
this year mean that California higher education is moving even further away
from 1ts ability to adhere to the principles outlined in Califorma’s Master
Plan for Higher Education Those principles of student access to, quality
in, and choice among Califormia’s colleges and universities are at serious
risk

However, Califorma’s future 1s also at nsk, since higher education is the
State’s future Unfortunately, the State’s level of investment in 1its future
has dimimshed to such an extent that 1ts higher education institutions may
be unable to fully fulfill their responsibility of training the State’s future
workforce and leaders The time has come for the State to make a con-
scious decision about the future of its higher education nstitutions, and
therefore its own future, rather than backing mto such decisions through
the budgetary process
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APPENDIX A

Vetoed Supplemental Report Language
Regarding the California Postsecondary
Education Commission

item 6420-001-001 -- California Postsecondary Education Commission

1. Faeulty Salary Msthodelogy. The Caliiornia Postsecondary Educstion Connuis-
sion (CPEC) shall convene the techmical advisory commnitiee on faculty ssiaries
in order to evaluate whether the estisnaisd average salaries at the University of
California’s (UC) comparison institutions should be adfusted (weighted) to ks
mto account the number of faculty at each institution as is the case in the calcals-
ton of the average salary for the California State University’s (CSU) comparisen
group average faculty salary. According to the Legislative Analyst the "weighted"”
average more accurately represents the average faculty market salary and 1s the
desired approach if the Legislature intends to use the parity figure as an eshmate
of the average salary paid to faculty at comparable universities. If CPEC and the
sechnical advisory committee determine that it is appropriate to retain the current
"unweighted” methodology in the computation of UC's comparison group’s
average salary, the commussion shall clearly specify the ustification for this
decision and 1ts implication on the parity figure calculahon for the CSU The
CPEC shall report its recommendations to the joint Legislative Budget Commuttee
and the legislative fiscal committees by November 15, 1992 It is the intent of the
Legislature that 1if the CPEC finds the Analyst'’s recommended "weighted"!
approach desirable, that this methodology change shall take effect with the'

cemputation of the parity figures for 1993-94

ftem 6860-001-001 -- California Maritime Academy

5. Study on the Califormia Maritime Academy Fee Levels. 1t 1s the intent of the
Legislature that the Califorria Postsecondary Education Commussion (CPEC)
review the student fee levels of the CMA and make a recommendation on the
appropriate fee level in comparison to other comparable institutions or programs
throughout the country. In particular, CPEC should comment on the ments of
continuing a policy of having CMA’s fees comparable to the California State
University. This report shall be submitted to the Joint Legmlative Budget
Commiteee and legislative fiscal commuttees by March 1, 1993



APPENDIX B

Vetoed Budget Control Language
(AB 979) Regarding the California
Postsecondary Education Commission

SEC 2480 ({a) 1t 1s the mtent of the Legslature that the Re-
gents of the Umiversity of Cahforma and the Trustees of the Cah-
forma State Unmiversity provide wnitten notice to the Joint Legsla-
tive Budget Committee, the fiscal committees of each house, the
appropnate pohcy commuttees of each house, and the Governor of
any proposed change to the compensation of its executive officers,
respectively, at least 60 days prior to the effechive date of any pro-
posed change

(b) It 1s the intent of the Legislature that the University of Cali-
forma and the Calforma State University report to the Cahforma
Postsecondary Educaton Commussion on January 1 of each year, be-
ginning on January 1, 1993 , on the level of the total compensation
package for executives of the University of Califorma (inclucdhng the
president, senior and vice presidents, and campus chancellors) and
the Califorua State Umiversity (including the chancellor, seror and
vice chancellors, and campus presidents), respectively Informaton
on the total compensation package shall mc¢lude detail concerming all
of the following

(1) The structure and amount of salary compensation {(current
and deferred cash benefits), meluding, but not hmted to, all special
supplemental income plans and nonqualified deferred mcome plans

(2) Actual expenditure data associated with health and retire-
ment benefits and perqusites by all funding sources (including Non-
General Funds), including, but not limited to, salary, insurance ben-
efits, payment of federal and state income taxes, payment of
property taxes, housing allowances, house maintenance allowances,
benefits to spouse, subsidized interest rates, and expense accounts

It 15 the intent of the Legislature that the Cahfornia Postsecondary
Education Commussion review the information provided and trans-
mut its comments thereon to the Joint Legislative Budget Commut-
tee, the fiscal cornmittees of each house, the appropriate policy com-
muttees of each house, and the Governor on or before March 1 of
each year, beginning on March 1, 1993



CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

THE Califormia Postsecondary Education Comnus-
sion 1s a citizen board established in 1974 by the Leg-
islature and Governor to coordinate the efforts of
Califormia’s colleges and universities and to provide
mdependent, non-partisan policy analysis and recom-
mendations to the Govemor and Legislature

Members of the Commission

The Commussion consists of 17 members Nine rep-
resent the general public, with three each appointed
for six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate Rules
Commuttee, and the Speaker of the Assembly Six
others represent the major segments of postsecondary
education in Califorma Two studemt members are
appownted by the Governor

As of Apnl 1995, the Commussioners representing the
general public are

Henry Der, San Francisco, Chair

Gullermo Rodniguez, Jr, San Francisco, Vice
Chair

Elamne Alquist, Santa Clara

Mim Andelson, Los Angeles

C Thomas Dean, Long Beach

Jeffrey 1. Marston, San Diego

Melnda G Wilson, Torrance

LindaJ Wong, Los Angeles

Ellen F Wrnight, Saratoga

Representatives of the segments are

Roy T Brophy, Fair Oaks, appointed by

the Regents of the Umiversity of Califormia,
Yvonne W, Larsen, San Diego, appointed

by the Cahfornia State Board of Education,
Alce Petrossian, Glendale, appomnted by

the Board of Governors of the Califorma
Community Colleges,

Ted J Saenger, San Francisco, appointed by
the Trustees of the Califorma State Umiversity,
Kyhl Smeby, Pasadena, appointed by the
Govemor to represent Califormia’s independent
colleges and umiversities, and

Frank R Martinez, San Luis Obispo, appointed

by the Council for Pnivate Postsecondary and
Vocational Education

The two student representatives are
Stephen Lesher, Meadow Vista
Beverly A Sandeen, Costa Mesa

Functions of the Commission

The Commussion 18 charged by the Legislature and Gov-
ernor to “assure the effective utilization of public postsec-
ondary education resources, thereby eliminating waste and
unnecessary duplication, and to promote diversity, mnova-
tion, and responsiveness to student and societal needs ™

To thus end, the Commussion conducts independent reviews
of matters affecting the 2,600 institutions of postsecondary
education in Califormia, including community colleges,
four-year colleges, universities, and professional and occu-
pational schools

As an advisory body 1o the Legislature and Governor, the
Commussion does not govern or adrnister any institutions,
nor does 1t approve, authonze, or accredit any of them
Instead, 1t performs its specific duties of planning,
evaluation, and coordination by cooperating with other
State agencies and non-governmental groups that perform
those other governing, admimstrative, and assessment
functions

Operation of the Commission

The Commussion holds regular meetings throughout the
year at which 1t debates and takes action on staff studies
and takes positions on proposed legislation affecting
education beyond the high school in Califorma By law,
its meetings are open to the public. Requests to speak ata
meeting may be made by wnting the Commission 1n
advance or by submutting a request before the start of the
meeting

The Commmussion’s day-to~day work 1s carrzed out by 1ts
staff n Sacramento, under the guidance of its executive
director, Warren Halsey Fox, Ph D, who 1s appomnted by
the Commussion

Further information about the Commussioa and 1ts publi-
cations may be obtained from the Comnussion offices at
1303 J Street, Swite 500, Sacramento, Califorma 98514-
2938, telephone (916) 445-7933
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ONE of a senes of reports pubhished by the California Postsecondary Education Comrmission as
part of 1ts planning and coordinating responsibilitics Stngle copies may be obtained without
charge from the Commussion at 1303 J Street, Fifth Floor, Sacramento, Califormia 95814-2938

Recent reports include

A Framework for Statewide Facilities Planring  Proposals of the California Postsecondary Education
Commussion to Improve and Refine the Capital Outlay Planmng Process i Califorma Higher
Education (August 1992)

Guidelines for Review of Proposed Urmiversity Campuses, Commumity Colleges, and Educational
Centers A Revision of the Commssion's 1990 Guidelines Jor Review of Proposed Campuses and Off-
Campus Centers (August 1992)

Approval of the Lemoore Center of the West Hills Commuraty College Distrnict A Report to the
Governor and Legisiature in Response to a Request from the Board of Governors to Recognize
the Center as the Official Community College Center for the Lemoore/Hanford Area of Kings County
(August 1992)

Commission Comments on the Systems' Final Funding Gap Reports A Second Report to the
Legislature and the Governor n Response to Supplemental Report Language of the 1991 Budgert Act
{August 1992)

Services for Students with Disabilines in Califorma Public Higher Education, 1992 The Second in
a Sertes of Bienmal Reports to the Governor and Legislature n Response to Assembly Bill 746
(Chapter 829, Statutes of 1987) (August 1992)

Exchanging Students with Eastern Europe Closing a Half-Century Learning Gap A Report to the
Governor and Legislature in Response to Assembly Concurrent Resolution 132 (Resolution Chapter
145, Statutes of 1990) (August 1992)

1992-93 Plan of Work for the Califorma Postsecondary Education Commission Major Studies and
Other Commussion Activines (August 1992)

Resource Guide for Assessing Campus Chmate (August 1992)

Meenng the Challenge Preparing for Long-Term Change in Califorma Higher Education, by Warren
H Fox Report of the Executive Director to the Califorma Postsecondary Education Commussion,
August 24, 1992 (August 1992)

Califorria College and Umversity Exchange Programs with Mexico A Staff Report in Response to a
Request from the 1991 United State-Mexico Border Conference on Education (October 1992)

Appropriations 1n the 1992-93 State Budget for Higher Education A Staff Report to the Califormia
Postsecondary Education Commission  (October 1992)

Legtsianon Affeciing Higher Education During the Second Year of the 1991-92 Session A Staff Report
to the California Postsecondary Education Commission  (October 1992)

Ehgibility and Participation n California’s Public Universities in the Year 2000 Projections by the
Staff of the Califormia Postsecondary Education Commission (October 1992)
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